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ABSTRACT
Psychological and Behavioral Dimensions of Team Trust and
Adherence to Collaborative Team Norms Within PLCs
Anne L. Staffieri
Department of Educational Leadership and Foundations, BYU
Doctor of Education
In response to increasing demands placed on public education, Professional Learning
Communities (PLCs) have emerged as a means of providing teachers with opportunities to
collaborate together. Collaboration has been shown to improve teaching practices and lead to
better student outcomes. Trust has been shown to be an important factor contributing to the
success of PLC teams. Adherence to collaborative norms is also an important factor in the
ability to collaborate successfully in PLC teams, yet few studies exist that empirically assess the
relationship between trust and adherence to norms regarding the collaboration process.
Participants in this study are public high school teachers, grades 9–12, who on average have been
working together in their current PLC team for over three and a half years. Team trust is
measured by established tool developed by Costa and Anderson (2011) based upon four
dimensions of team trust including both psychological (propensity to trust and perceived
trustworthiness) and behavioral (cooperating and monitoring behaviors) dimensions. The tool
used to measure adherence to PLC team norms was based upon the Meeting Inventory by
Garmston and Wellman (2009) and The Collaborative PLC Norming Tool developed by Jolly
(2008). These instruments were used with permission, and the author generated some survey
items.
Multiple regression analyses assessed the strength of the relationship between PLC team
trust and team norms. Four dimensions of team trust were examined by confirmatory factor
analyses: Propensity to Trust, Perceived Trustworthiness, Cooperating Behaviors, and
Monitoring Behaviors. All four showed a good fit. Team adherence to three different types of
collaborative team norms was examined by confirmatory factor analyses: Teacher Dialogue,
Decision Making, and Norms of Enforcement. All three outcomes showed a good model fit.
Findings showed gender within the norms of enforcement regression model to be the only
significant demographic variable. All four dimensions of team trust were significantly and
positively related to adherence to norms of teacher dialogue at the bivariate level. Both
significant positive and negative correlations exist between dimensions of team trust. When
examined collectively, Perceived Trustworthiness and Cooperating Behaviors are directly related
to adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms, whereas Propensity to Trust and Monitoring Behaviors
have an indirect impact. This study confirms a positive relationship between the two constructs
and presents the value of both direct and indirect relationships amongst the psychological and
behavioral dimensions of team trust in impacting adherence to collaborative PLC team norms.
Teachers and administrators who are aiming to improve or sustain high quality collaboration
within PLC teams would do well to focus on Perceived Trustworthiness and Cooperating
Behaviors, as those dimensions of team trust are directly related to adherence to collaborative
team norms.
Keywords: norms, collaboration, trust, professional learning community, teams
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DESCRIPTION OF STRUCTURE AND CONTENT
This manuscript, Psychological and Behavioral Dimensions of Team Trust and
Adherence to Collaborative Team Norms Within PLCs, is presented in the format of a hybrid
dissertation. The hybrid dissertation format focuses on producing a journal-ready manuscript,
which is considered by the dissertation committee to be ready for submission. Therefore, this
dissertation has fewer chapters than the traditional format, as the manuscript focuses on the
presentation of the scholarly article. The hybrid dissertation format includes appended materials
such as an extended review of literature and a methods section with elaborated detail on the
research approach used in this dissertation project.
The targeted journal for this dissertation is Educational Management, Administration and
Leadership (EMAL). EMAL is a peer-reviewed journal, which publishes original contributions on
education administration, management, and leadership in the widest sense. The topics include
the management of schools of all types, administration and policy at institutional, local, national
and international levels, and the study and teaching of educational administration. EMAL is a
strong tier-two journal as determined by both rigor and influence with an acceptance rate within
21-40%; a Google H5 Index of 22; Pop equal to 29; H-Index of 63; SJR indicator of 0.81; and a
SJRH index of 20.
Articles submitted to the EMAL are reviewed by the editor as well as two in-house
reviewers. The manuscript length for submission is 8,000 words. The manuscript in this hybrid
dissertation targeted the 8,000-word length submission (excluding all tables and references). The
target audience for the EMAL is composed of both academics and practitioners in educational
leadership.

vii
The literature review for this dissertation may be found in Appendix A. Appendix B
contains an extended Methods section, and Appendix C contains the measurement instruments
used in this study.
This thesis format contains two reference lists. The first reference list contains references
included in the journal-ready article. The second list includes all citations used in the entire
dissertation document.
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Background
For years, the demand for improving the quality of teaching and learning has been fueled
in part by increased accountability policies and reforms, emphasizing the need to create tighter
links between the policy environment and instructional practice. Reform mandates (i.e., NCLB
and Common Core) expect teachers to use scientifically based professional instructional
strategies that will boost student learning (Kaplan & Owings, 2003). For many educators these
expectations represent a fundamental change in traditional teaching practices.
Studies have shown that the introduction of high stakes testing alone is not enough to
influence teachers to change their instructional strategies to meet the student learning challenge
(Milner, Sondergeld, Demir, Johnson, & Czerniak, 2012; Yamashita, 2011). The key to high
student achievement is a highly skilled teaching staff (Wells, 2015). In order for schools to
obtain and retain quality teachers, an element of ongoing professional development must exist
(Diamond, 2007; DuFour & Marzano, 2011; Jackson & Davis, 2000). However, for teachers to
take advantage of the professional development opportunities that would help them to learn and
improve their practice in schools, an adequate infrastructure is required (Jeffries & Becker,
2008). General agreement exists among educational professionals that the most favorable
structure of professional development for educators to acquire and retain the skills necessary to
meet long term educational expectations includes work that is led, designed, and provided by
teachers nested within their daily practice (Wenger, 1999). Such a structure can be found in
professional learning communities, or PLCs (Harris & Jones, 2010; Stoll, Bolam, McMahon,
Wallace, & Thomas, 2006; Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008). Professional Learning Communities
(PLCs) consist of teams of teachers whose main focus is on improving student learning by
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enhancing their own learning and capacity in the delivery of research based best practices
(Wells, 2015).
Collaboration is one of the most salient aspects of a PLC team (Stoll, McMahon, &
Thomas, 2006). Within PLCs, teacher team collaboration provides the ongoing support necessary
for teachers to reflect upon their practice as they examine evidence of student learning in order to
tailor instruction which provides for maximal student achievement (DuFour, 2007; DuFour,
DuFour, Eaker, & Karhanek, 2004; DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2013). Teachers who
work together in a collaborative team are able to accomplish more together to improve their
professional practice than they could otherwise do alone (Hargreaves, 1994; Stoll et al., 2006).
Effective collaboration is tied to trust (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). The presence of trust
allows for increased initiation and retention of cooperative efforts (Bryk & Schneider, 2004).
This is because when teachers engage in PLC team efforts such as sharing individual teaching
strategies and results of student achievement data, they expose themselves to potential
vulnerability with other PLC team teacher colleagues. Where there is a culture of trust,
individuals are more likely to engage in sharing, exposing mistakes in practice, and risk taking
(Tschannen-Moran, 2001). In this manner, trust assists in the process of collaboration by
allowing teachers to be amenable to sharing sensitive information that might cause vulnerability
(Hallam, Smith, Hite, Hite, & Wilcox, 2015) .
Effective collaboration is also tied to the presence of collegial norms (O'Day, 2002).
Within teams, the presence of norms governing team processes is essential to the collaboration
necessary for competent team performance (Antonetti & Rufini, 2008; Schriber & Gutek, 1987).
Norms assist in providing a predictable environment for collaboration to occur. An individual’s
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understanding and adherence to accepted norms is critical to his or her ability to collaborate with
other individuals (Hurwitz & Hurwitz, 2015).
The nature of the relationship between dimensions of team trust and adherence to norms
is far from clear. It is clear, however, that norms and trust serve different roles within
collaborative teams. At a superficial level, one might perceive norms to be a surrogate for trust,
as norms consist of explicit statements outlining aspects of a group or team such as acceptable
behaviors and what processes are to be used. These statements are necessary to assist in
facilitating interactions amongst team members particularly when individuals do not know one
another. The logical extension is that norms are no longer necessary once the group or team
becomes acquainted with one another. However, this extension is superficial. Trust and norms
are separate and distinct entities within teams.
Studies have revealed that over time behavioral controls within teams, such as team
norms of interaction, lead to a decrease in perceived trustworthiness within the team (Piccoli &
Ives, 2003) that trust and professional behaviors are related (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003),
and that a possible relationship between trust in teams and setting ground rules exists (Bos,
Olson, Gergle, Olson, & Wright, 2002). Some research states that there may be a positive
relationship between one purpose of norms in teams and trust in team settings (Cranston, 2009;
Dirks, 1999; Ferrin, Bligh, & Kohles, 2007; Gillespie, 2005; Jones & Martens, 2009; Langfred,
2004; Loughry & Tosi, 2008; Salas, Sims, & Burke, 2005; Webber, 2008; Young, 2006). In
examination of the roles of trust and norms within collaborative teams it is clear that much more
still needs to be learned especially as it pertains to the specific collaborative teacher team context
of professional learning communities in education. PLC teams commonly have established
norms. However, only within examination of the adherence to those norms do the benefits of
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team norms express themselves. Hence, the intent of this study is to expressly examine the
relationship between different dimensions of team trust and adherence to the different types of
collaborative PLC team norms. Results of this study can be significant to teachers,
administrators, and all who have a vested interest in PLC teams. An increased understanding of
the trust-norms relationship in collaborative teams can assist those involved in PLCs with
promoting and sustaining effective levels of collaboration which can lead to improved teacher
instruction and ultimately increased student learning.
Understanding Trust in Teams
The notion of trust as a construct has a wide range of conceptualizations (Buffum &
Erkens, 2012; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Huff, 2008; Johnson & Johnson, 2009;
Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998; Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007; Zenger &
Lawrence, 1989). Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) define trust as an individual’s
willingness to risk vulnerability or willingness to be vulnerable to another party. Numerous
definitions of trust are similar to that of Mayer et al. (1995) and reference an individual’s
willingness to become vulnerable (Burke, Sims, Lazzara, & Salas, 2007; Costa, 2003; Costa &
Anderson, 2011; De Jong & Elfring., 2010; Dirks & Skarlicki, 2008; Golembiewski &
McConkie, 1975; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999, 2003; Mayer et al., 1995; Schoorman et al.,
2007).
Much of the literature on trust exists within a leader-follower context. In the educational
setting of trust this is found in examples such as teacher trust in a principal (Bryk & Schneider,
2004; Hoy & Sweetland, 1999; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000) or teacher trust in a team leader
(Berg, Bosch, & Souvanna, 2013; MacDonald, 2013). In this study however, trust is measured at
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the team level, in a peer-peer context, as individual teachers trust in other teachers within the
same team.
The construct of team trust is measured as a compilation of both psychological and
behavioral dimensions. As Costa and Anderson (2011) note, trust is shared among members of
the team as a way to establish a climate of trust. Psychological dimensions of trust include an
individual’s Propensity to Trust and the Perceived Trustworthiness of team members. Both of
these are formative in nature, representing reflections of a disposition and perception relating to
team trust.
The first psychological dimension of team trust is the Propensity to Trust which describes
the willingness of an individual to become vulnerable as they enter into trust relationships
(Kochanek, 2005). This sense of vulnerability is founded on the individual’s history and
resulting beliefs. The collaborative nature of PLCs requires the ongoing sharing of professional
work including, but not limited to, individual instructional strategies, curricular plans, and
student achievement data. Teachers with a high propensity to trust will be more likely to be open
in sharing teaching strategies and results of student assessment data with colleagues. Hallam et
al. (2015) note that “high trust is needed in order for teachers to deprivatize their teaching
practice” (p. 209). Deprivatizing, or becoming more open to sharing teaching strategies and
practices of teaching is essential to PLC team collaboration. On the other hand, a team that is
comprised of members exhibiting low levels of propensity to trust may experience initial
challenges in collaboration. Teachers in PLC teams may not be willing to share information
necessary to effectively collaborate because of the potential for exposure and subsequent
vulnerability.
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The second psychological dimension of team trust, Perceived Trustworthiness, is
assessed through trustor perceptions that the trustee is honest, benevolent, reliable, open, and
competent (Eastwood & Seashore-Louis, 1992; Johnson & Johnson, 2009; Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy, 1998; Zenger & Lawrence, 1989). These characteristics allow the trustor to be willing to
accept vulnerability (Akgün, Keskin, & Byrne, 2010; Dirks & Skarlicki, 2008). In this context,
it is implied that a person who is trustworthy will not put another individual in harm’s way and
will only think about the best interest of other people or the group as a whole. A PLC team
experiencing a positive environment where team members regard other members of the team
highly is likely to experience successful collaboration and productive exchanges of information.
Perceived Trustworthiness is a necessary component of effective collaboration and provides a
solid foundation for good and productive relationships (Erfle, 2013).
While Propensity to Trust and Perceived Trustworthiness as categorized by Costa and
Anderson (2011) are psychological dimensions of team trust regarded as formative in that they
precede team trust; the behavioral dimensions regarded as reflective which follow team trust are
identified as Cooperating and Monitoring Behaviors. Team trust is formed from the
psychological dimensions of Propensity to Trust and Perceived Trustworthiness, and is reflected
by the presence of Cooperating Behaviors and the absence of Monitoring Behaviors (Costa &
Anderson, 2011). Cooperating Behaviors are associated with high levels of team trust and
contain a common element of openness (Costa & Anderson, 2011). Effective collaboration
results from an environment where individuals are open in that they share information freely and
cooperate one with another (Katz & Miller, 2013). Cooperating Behaviors foster collaboration
as teachers are open to giving advice and receiving help from others without holding back
information from the team regardless of the potential for personal exposure. In contrast,
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collaboration cannot occur amongst teachers who reserve information for personal gain or keep
ideas to themselves in order to avoid criticism. Openness is critical to team collaboration as a
PLC team’s collaborative efforts are likely to be superficial and less than effective unless
teachers are willing to share sensitive information in addition to teaching ideas (Hallam et al.,
2015). PLC teachers who increase communication by openly sharing information with team
members may influence other teachers to do the same over time. As team members continue in
these open exchanges the frequency and types of shared information may increase, leading to the
establishment and sustenance of team collaboration.
As opposed to Cooperating Behaviors, Monitoring Behaviors are often associated with
underdeveloped or low levels of trust (Costa & Anderson, 2011; Malhotra & Murnighan, 2002).
Monitoring behaviors include actions of team members, which regulate or monitor the actions of
others within the team (Marks & Panzer, 2004). Monitoring Behaviors in PLC teams may look
like teachers checking up on one another to be sure assignments are being carried out, or teachers
holding one another accountable for agreed upon agenda items (DuFour et al.2013). Monitoring
Behaviors are necessary in order for the team to regulate their own performance (Rousseau,
Aube, & Savoie, 2006). Monitoring Behaviors are those that are focused on holding team
members accountable for their actions that may be perceived as positive or negative within the
team. Regardless of how they are perceived, Monitoring Behaviors contribute to team
collaboration, because a failure to regulate or monitor the work of team members could prevent
the team from accomplishing the intended tasks or goals (Yeatts & Hyten, 1998). Individuals
within collaborative teams can attain a high level of performance with the application of
Monitoring Behaviors used to regulate progress toward task completion (Arrow, Poole, Henry,
Wheelan, & Moreland, 2004).
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Costa and Anderson (2011) conceptualize that team trust is formed from the
psychological dimensions of Propensity to Trust and Perceived Trustworthiness of team
members, and reflected by the presence of Cooperating Behaviors and the absence of Monitoring
Behaviors within the team. A foundational premise of this team trust measurement tool is that
the trustor’s own Propensity to Trust as well as their perception of the trustee’s trustworthiness
within the team, lead to an increase in the presence of Cooperating Behaviors. Conversely,
within the team the trustor’s own Propensity to Trust as well as their perceptions of
trustworthiness in the trustee lead to a decrease in the presence of Monitoring Behaviors.
Norms in Collaborative Teams
Norms are ground rules, controls, practices, or ways that govern or direct a group.
Within collaborative teacher teams, shared norms and values lay the foundation for the PLC
team culture because they help to establish personal and team-wide expectations, providing for a
clear vision of responsibilities and assumptions of team interactions (Adams, 1963; Konovsky &
Pugh, 1994; Walther & Bunz, 2005).
There are many types of norms within teams based upon aspects such as how teams
interact with each other, how business is conducted, how decisions are made, how team members
communicate, and even the expectations for dress when teams are assembled. Collaboration is
an essential ingredient in PLC teams as the ability of teachers to improve their performance and
subsequently increase student performance is based largely upon their ability to collaborate with
other team members successfully (Nehring & Fitzsimons, 2011; Nelson, Slavit, Perkins, &
Hathorn, 2008; Saphier, Gower, & Haley-Speca 1997). All aspects of PLC teams, from setting
team goals, discussing student assessment data, and planning for future instruction based upon
those results, involve the critical element of collaboration within the team.
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In consideration of team adherence of many types of norms, this study measures
adherence to three specific norms of collaboration: Teacher Dialogue norms, Decision Making
norms, and Norms of Enforcement. Adherence to all three types of team norms are found in
teams which consistently demonstrate high levels of collaboration (Garmston & Wellman, 2009).
First, successful collaborative PLC teams are found to adhere to norms that govern
teacher dialogue. Teacher Dialogue norms are ground rules about how teachers will talk with one
another while working within the team. Within a group of individuals such as a PLC team,
collaboration involves progressive exchanges of help and support from other teachers (Lipnack
& Stamps, 1997).
A second type of norm which collaborative PLC teams are found to adhere to is norms of
Decision Making. Effective team collaboration takes place as individual members understand
the role of their voice within the team decision making process and adhere to that role. In
addition, when individuals are assured that alternative opinions matter in the decision making
process they are more likely to engage with fidelity. Thirdly, collaborative teams are found to
adhere to team norms that govern how norms are enforced. The effectiveness of collaboration
within a team is closely tied to how well its members follow the team’s norms (Johnson &
Johnson, 2009). Enforcement of norms within teams is necessary to team development in order
to ensure structural fidelity. Problem behaviors, such as lack of individual team member
support, and blatant disregard or disrespect of team procedures and processes, can ultimately
lead to discontent, mistrust, and disagreement within a team (Harris, 2011).
Adherence to norms of enforcement is a collective responsibility equally shared amongst
all members, which includes both reviewing existing norms for adherence purposes, as well as
systematically addressing violations of norms within the team. Teams with established patterns
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for both of these components of norm enforcement stand to collaborate more successfully than
teams that do not (Garmston & Wellman, 2009).
This study specifically examines adherence to three types of PLC team norms of
collaboration: Teacher Dialogue norms, Decision Making norms, and Norms of Enforcement.
Each of these types of norms is essential to effective team collaboration, which is critically tied
to the functionality of the PLC team. In examining adherence to each type of team norm, this
study will consider the specific nature of the relationship between different dimensions of team
trust and adherence to different types of collaborative norms in PLC team. An enhanced
understanding of the nature of the relationship between trust and norms in teams may increase
the overall ability of a PLC team to promote and sustain collaboration, leading to improved
student learning.
Trust in Teams and Team Norms
The relationship between trust and team performance has been well established (De Jong
& Elfring, 2010; Dirks, 1999; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). Teams
that are able to secure and maintain trust collaborate more effectively and more consistently than
those who do not (Hallam et al., 2015; Tschannen-Moran, 2001). The relationship between
norms and team performance is clear (Adams, 1963; Hadar & Brody, 2013; Konovsky & Pugh,
1994; Loughry & Tosi, 2008; Piccoli & Ives, 2003; Walther & Bunz, 2005). Specifically, teams
that have individual consistent norms governing procedures and interactions display enhanced
collaboration in comparison to those who do not (Johnson, Suriya, Yoon, Berrett, & Fleur, 2002;
Schwarz, 1994; Weinberg, Cooney-Miner, Perloff, Babington, & Avgar, 2011).
With respect to the role of norms of enforcement in teams, the literature provides mixed
findings and a number of contradictory positions (Ferrin et al., 2007; Hord, 1997; Langfred,
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2004; Malhotra & Murnighan, 2002; Webber, 2008). Some research states that there may be a
positive relationship between adherence to norms and trust in team settings, and that individuals
in teams expect ground rules as part of maintaining healthy team interactions (Ferrin et al., 2007;
Langfred, 2004; Webber, 2008). Yet in contrast, evidence also suggests that norms within teams
can be counter-productive to trust because they may condition individuals to rely more on
external limitations (such as rules) than on the internal team member relationships (Malhotra &
Murnighan, 2002).
This exploratory nature of this study aims to improve understanding regarding the nature
of the relationship between the dimensions of team trust and adherence to norms in teams, and to
provide clarification to the mixed findings within the literature regarding these two constructs.
Research is centered on this overarching question: What is the relationship between dimensions
of team trust and adherence to norms in collaborative teacher teams? This question includes the
following specific questions:
1. What is the relationship between psychological and behavioral dimensions of team
trust and adherence to norms that govern team member dialogue?
2. What is the relationship between psychological and behavioral factors of team trust
and adherence to norms that govern team decision making?
3. What is the relationship between psychological and behavioral factors of team trust
and adherence to norms of enforcement?
A refined understanding of the relationship between these constructs has potential to
inform and impact the level of collaboration within PLC teams. Ultimately, teams maximizing
effective collaboration are more equipped to consistently enhance performance, resulting in
improved teaching and learning for students.
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Methods
A survey study was conducted in a suburban high school district within the boundaries of
San Diego County, California. For at least the past eight years, this district has been committed
to PLCs. Designated time within the workweek for collaborative PLC teams has been well
established, suggesting a collaborative culture focused on student learning and results. In
addition, strong administrative support from the district level allowed for ease of researcher
access to conduct the study.
The survey was administered via an online method using Qualtrics software. An email
was sent out to all (n=340) teachers within the district introducing the research and inviting them
to participate by completing an attached anonymous survey. In order to maximize the number of
elicited responses, an additional two emails were sent out to all teachers for a total of three
invitations during the two-week survey window. The result was a 23.5% survey response rate
producing 80 respondents in total.
Measures
Multiple control variables were selected based on their predicted level of impact upon the
PLC team’s adherence to norms. Number of years on the currently PLC team was selected as a
control variable because of the likelihood of making a difference with respect to adherence to
team norms. Additional control variables include PLC team leader, number of years teaching,
number of years at the current school, and gender as a standard control variable.
In developing the measurement tool for adherence to team norms, a review of literature
on collaborative team norms was conducted. Review results determined that an appropriate
existing tool for use in this study was not available. A norms measurement tool was developed
by the researcher with the majority of questions compiled from the following two primary
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sources: Meeting Inventory developed by Garmston and Wellman (2009), and the Collaborative
PLC Norming Tool developed by Anne Jolly (2008). Both were identified for use due to a focus
on measuring adherence to collaborative team norms within PLCs.
Over 35 questions were considered in the process of creating the final 16 questions of the
norms measurement tool based upon alignment with survey objectives. Adherence to teacher
dialogue norms was measured by items addressing balance in meeting participation, listening
and feeling heard by others, reacting to differing ideas and opinions with respect, and keeping
information that is shared confidential between team members. Adherence to decision making
norms was measured by items focused on clarity of the decision making process, sharing
relevant facts and ideas as part of that process, as well as understanding one’s own role. In
addition, items addressed supporting decisions made by the team and making decisions by
consensus. The measurement items for adherence to enforcement of norms contained two parts.
One set of items was focused on reviewing and establishing norms. Another set of items focused
on how norm violations were handled within the team. Examples include: norms are reviewed
regularly; when a team norm is violated, the misbehavior is addressed in a timely manner by
other members of the team; and when a team norm is violated, the misbehavior is addressed in a
positive manner by other members of the team.
Items used to operationalize team trust were created and validated by Costa and
Anderson (2011). All 21 items of the existing team trust survey were used. Items that assessed
Propensity to Trust contained an element of regard for others. Measurement items for Perceived
Trustworthiness were reflective of Tschannen-Moran’s facets of trust, indications of
trustworthiness and precursors to trust: benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and
openness (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). Survey items
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identified to assess Cooperating Behaviors contain a theme of openness. Survey items for the
factor of Monitoring Behaviors focused on regulating individual team actions.
The norms measurement tool contained 16 survey items, and the team trust measurement
tool contained 21 items. By design, all 37 survey items used a seven-point Likert scale with the
following response format: strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), slightly disagree (3), neither agree
nor disagree (4), slightly agree (5), agree (6), and strongly agree (7).
Data Analysis
Confirmatory factor analyses of the three-factor adherence to team norms model were
conducted using the 80 respondents in this study to assess the dimensionality of the norms
construct. Model fit for the three-factor norm adherence model was good. For Teacher
Dialogue, TLI =0.95 CFI =0.97 and RMSEA =0.07. For Decision Making, TLI =0.98 CFI =0.99
and RMSEA =0.07. For Norms of Enforcement, TLI =0.97 CFI = 0.99 and RMSEA =0.07. The
Cronbach’s alpha for these three constructs were as follows: Teacher Dialogue (0.71); Decision
Making (0.86); Norms of Enforcement (0.86).
Team trust was measured using an instrument created and validated by Costa and
Anderson (2011). They analyzed the validity of the instrument via exploratory factor analysis,
internal homogeneity, confirmatory factor analysis, consensual and discriminant power, and
construct validity as a way of establishing validity. This instrument uses a seven-point Likert
scale of agreement identical to the one used in the norms assessment tool. Estimated Cronbach’s
alpha for the four factors of team trust and the values are: Propensity to Trust (0.69); Perceived
Trustworthiness (0.87); Cooperating Behaviors (0.89); and Monitoring Behaviors (0.66).
The items associated with adherence to each type of team norms were averaged to
produce a separate score in each domain for each respondent. An identical process took place
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for the items associated with each dimension of trust. Multiple methods were used to analyze the
adherence to each type of team norm separately. First, bivariate correlations were calculated
between the dimensions of team trust, between the adherence to norms scales, and between the
dimensions of team trust and the adherence to norms scales. Second, simple linear regressions
were carried out in order to explore the magnitude and significance of the relationship between
each dimension of team trust and adherence scales. Finally, multiple regression models were
used to examine the relationships involving dimensions of team trust and norm adherence scales
jointly and in the presence of control variables.
Findings
Of the 80 respondents, all were PLC Team Members who taught grades 9-12. The
respondents were 68% female (n=54), and 43% (n=34) identified as team leader. Respondents
taught for a mean of 13.5 years (SD=7.9 years, range: 1 year to 35 years), were at their current
school for a mean of 9.44 years (SD=7.83 years, range 1 year to 35 years), and were on their
existing team for a mean of 3.68 years (SD=3.55 years, range 0.2 years to 18 years). These data
paint a picture of respondents representing a wide range of individuals from the first year teacher
to the 35 year veteran, with an average of the teachers representing those who were midway
through their professional career and established in existing PLC teams. Only 7.5 percent of the
80 respondents reported being on their PLC team for one year or less, while on average, teachers
had worked with each other on the same PLC teams for over three and a half years, signifying
that professional relationships within the existing teams were not new. A description of the
teachers who responded to the survey is found in Table 1.
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Table 1
Descriptive Demographic Statistics for Sample Respondents
Mean (SD)

Count (%)
Gender

Team
Leader

Male

26

(32)

Years Teaching

13.5 (7.9)

Female

54

(68)

Years at School

9.4 (7.8)

Years on Team

3.7 (3.5)

Yes

34

(43)

No

46

(57)

Descriptive statistics of respondents’ adherence to team norms and dimensions of team
trust provided by all study respondents (n=80) are presented in Table 2. The mean for both
teacher dialogue norms and decision making norms was 5.9 with standard deviations of 1.03 and
1.20 respectively. In the enforcement of norms data, the mean response was 5.0, with a standard
deviation of 1.49.
The trust survey instrument within this study was used to measure team trust as
evidenced by four individual facets: Propensity to Trust, Perceived Trustworthiness,
Cooperating Behaviors, and Monitoring Behaviors. In the Propensity to Trust data, the mean
response was 6.1 with a standard deviation of 0.97; the mean for Perceived Trustworthiness was
5.5 with a standard deviation of 1.42. The Cooperating Behaviors data responses resulted in a
mean of 5.6, with a standard deviation of 1.1; finally, the Monitoring Behaviors data resulted in a
mean response of 3.2 with a standard deviation of 1.37.
Because 43% of the 80 respondents identified as having experience as a team leader, two
sample t-tests were conducted to determine if team leadership experience was associated with
dimensions of team trust and adherence to team norms. There were no significant differences in
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the responses between those who had experience as team leaders and those who had not (see
Table 2). Therefore, despite the relatively high percentage of respondents with team leadership,
the lack of difference in responses between those with and without team leadership experience
suggests that the relatively high percent of individuals in the sample with team leadership
experience is not significantly related to their responses.
Table 2
Descriptive Response Statistics for Dimensions of Team Trust and Adherence to Types of Norms

NORMS
Teacher
Dialogue
Decision Making
Norms of
Enforcement
TRUST
Propensity to
Trust
Perceived
Trustworthiness
Cooperating
Behaviors
Monitoring
Behaviors

Overall
(n=80)

Team Leader
(n=34)

Non team leader
(n=46)

Mean (SD)

Mean (SD)

Mean (SD)

2 sample t-test

5.7 (1.34)

6.1 (0.69)

n.s.

5.8 (1.43)

6.0 (1.01)

n.s.

5.1 ( 1.58)

4.9 (1.43)

n.s.

6.0 (1.24)

6.1 (0.72)

n.s.

5.3 (1.65)

5.7 (1.21)

n.s.

5.5 (1.43)

5.7 (0.80)

n.s.

3.4 (1.34)

3.0 (1.37)

n.s.

5.9 (1.03)
5.9 (1.20)
5.0 (1.49)

6.1 (0.97)
5.5 (1.42)
5.6 (1.11)
3.2 (1.37)

Note. Seven-point Likert response format: strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), slightly disagree (3),
neither agree nor disagree (4), slightly agree (5), agree (6), strongly agree (7).
n.s.: p-value not significant at .05 level

Bivariate correlation results as shown in Table 3 yield some significant findings. To
begin with, all of the adherence to team norm scales are significantly and positively correlated
with each other. Adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms and Decision Making norms was the
most highly correlated of all (0.83, p<.001), with the correlation between adherence to Decision
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Making norms and Enforcement of Norms (0.74, p<.001) being the second strongest, followed
by the correlation between adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms and Enforcement of Norms
(0.64, p<.001). Likewise, all the dimensions of team trust are significantly correlated with each
other. As expected, Monitoring Behaviors is negatively correlated with the other three
dimensions of team trust with estimates showing a moderately weak correlation ranging from
-0.31 to -0.44. The other three estimates dimensions are all positively correlated with each other
with relatively strong estimates ranging from 0.72 to 0.80.
Table 3
Correlations Among Dimensions of Team Trust and Adherence to Types of Norms
Teacher
Dialogue
0.83***

Decision Enforcement Propensity Perceived
Cooperating
Making of Norms
to Trust
Trustworthiness Behaviors

Enforcement
of Norms

0.64***

0.74***

Propensity to
Trust

0.68***

0.72***

0.62***

Perceived
Trustworthiness

0.81***

0.80***

0.71***

0.72***

Cooperating
Behaviors

0.76***

0.76***

0.62***

0.80***

0.78***

Monitoring
Behaviors

-0.37**

-0.26*

-0.15

-0.31**

-0.40***

Decision
Making

-0.44***

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Of the correlations between domain of norm adherence and dimensions of team trust,
eleven of the twelve were shown to be significantly and positively correlated with each other.
Perceived Trustworthiness and adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms was the most highly
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correlated of all (0.81, p<.001), with the correlation between Perceived Trustworthiness and
adherence to Decision Making norms being the second strongest (0.80, p<.001), followed by a
tie for the third strongest between Cooperating Behaviors and adherence to Teacher Dialogue
norms (0.76, p<.001), and Cooperating Behaviors and adherence to Decision Making norms
(0.76, p<.001). Negative correlations were found between Monitoring Behaviors and adherence
to each type of collaborative team norm as follows: Teacher Dialogue norms (-0.37, p<.01),
Decision Making norms (-0.26, p< .05), and Enforcement of Norms (-0.15).
Simple linear regressions provided additional information as to the magnitude and
significance of the relationships between each dimension of trust and each scale of adherence to
collaborative team norms (see Table 4).
Table 4
Simple Linear Regression Results
Teacher
Dialogue

ADHERENCE TO NORMS
Decision

Enforcement

Making
β (SE)

R2

β (SE)

0.72*** (0.09) 46%

0.89*** (0.10)

52%

0.94*** (0.14) 38%

Perceived
trustworthiness

0.59*** (0.05) 65%

0.68*** (0.06)

64%

0.74*** (0.08) 50%

Cooperating
Behaviors

0.71*** (0.07) 58%

0.83*** (0.08)

58%

0.84*** (0.12) 39%

Monitoring
Behaviors

-0.28** (0.08) 14%

-0.23*

TRUST
DIMENSIONS
Propensity to trust

β (SE)

R2

(0.10)

7%

-0.17 (0.12)

R2

2%

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Results of each of the three multiple regression model analyses are presented in Table 5.
With respect to the model of adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms, there were two dimensions
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of team trust found to be significantly related. First, Perceived Trustworthiness was significantly
related to adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms (0.29, p<.01). Second, Cooperating Behaviors
was significantly related to adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms (0.29, p<.05).
Table 5
Multiple Regression Models

CONTROL
VARIABLES

Teacher
Dialogue
β (SE)

ADHERENCE TO NORMS
Decision
Making
β (SE)

Enforcement
β (SE)

Gender (male)

0.06 (0.15)

0.03 (0.17)

0.71** (0.26)

Team Leader
(yes)
Years
Teaching

-0.18 (0.14)

0.03 (0.16)

0.50 (0.25)

0.01 (0.01)

0.04 (0.02)

-0.01 (0.02)

-0.04 (0.02)

0.01 (0.02)

0.04 (0.04)

Years at the
school
Years on the
Team

0.01 (0.01)
-0.01 (0.01)
0.00 (0.02)

TRUST
DIMENSIONS
Propensity to
trust

0.06 (0.12)

0.11 (0.14)

0.10 (0.22)

Perceived
trustworthiness

0.29** (0.08)

0.45*** (0.10)

0.60*** (0.15)

Cooperating
behaviors

0.29* (0.13)

0.37* (0.15)

0.23 (0.22)

Monitoring
behaviors

0.00 (0.06)

0.11 (0.07)

0.12 (0.10)

Model R2

62%

68%

57%

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Likewise, within the model of adherence to Decision Making norms, two significant
positive relationships were found. The first is between Perceived Trustworthiness and adherence
to Decision Making norms (0.45, p<.001), and the second is between Cooperating Behaviors and
adherence to Decision Making norms (0.37, p<.05). None of the control variables were found to
be significant in either the adherence to Teacher Dialogue model or the adherence to Decision
Making model.
However, within the adherence to Norms of Enforcement model, two control variables
were found to be significant. Gender was the most significant (0.71, p<.01), indicating that males
reported higher adherence to norms of enforcement, and team leader was also significant (0.50),
with team leaders reporting higher adherence to norms of enforcement. Also within the
adherence to Norms of Enforcement model, Perceived Trustworthiness was found to have a
significant and positive relationship (0.60, p<.001). This relationship was the most significant
and positive of all three models and was supported by the similar significant and positive
relationships found with Perceived Trustworthiness in the adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms
model and the adherence to Decision Making norms model.
Patterns are evident amongst different relationships of individual dimensions of team
trust and adherence to individual types of team norms. With respect to the psychological
dimensions of team trust the results are mixed. Propensity to Trust is not related to any of the
domains of norm adherence after adjusting for the other dimensions of team trust. On the other
hand, after adjusting for the other dimensions of team trust, Perceived Trustworthiness remains
positively associated with adherence to all three domains of norm adherence: Teacher Dialogue
(0.29), Decision Making (0.45), and the strongest association with Norms of Enforcement (0.60).
Examination of behavioral team trust dimension results also are mixed. After adjusting for the
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other dimensions of team trust, Cooperating Behaviors have significant positive associations
with adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms (0.29) and the strongest association with Decision
Making norms (0.37). However, Monitoring Behaviors is not related to adherence to any type of
team norm after adjusting for the other dimensions.
Overall, dimensions of team trust explained between 57% and 68% of the observed
variability within the domains of adherence to PLC collaborative team norms, suggesting a
strong and important relationship. While all of the control variables were included in each
multiple regression model, none were significant or important with the exception of the model
for adherence to Enforcement of Norms. Within this model, gender and team leader were found
to be significant.
Discussion
To our knowledge, this study is the first to examine dimensions of team trust
simultaneously in determining the nature of the relationship between trust and adherence to
collaborative norms within teacher teams. Other studies have examined relationships between
individual trust dimensions and team collaboration (Jacques, Garger, Brown, & Deale, 2009; Lee
et al., 2010; Price, 2006; Robert, Denis, & Hung, 2009), but none have examined all
psychological and behavioral dimensions of team trust simultaneously as they relate to norm
adherence. Overall, our research provides a starting point for understanding the collective
impact of psychological and behavioral dimensions of team trust on the adherence of norms
within collaborative teams, as well as how the dimensions of trust interact together.
With results indicating that dimensions of team trust are explaining close to 65 percent
of the variability in self-reported adherence to norms within collaborative teams, this study
supports a strong and significant relationship between the multiple dimensions of team trust and

23
three domains of norm adherence directly related to team collaborative processes. Specifically
our findings suggest that Perceived Trustworthiness (psychological dimension) and Cooperating
Behaviors (behavioral dimension) represent the two dimensions of trust which are directly
related to adherence to collaborative norms, while the other two dimensions, Propensity to Trust
and Monitoring Behaviors are indirectly related. Practically speaking, teachers and
administrators who wish to promote successful collaboration within PLC teams could focus on
levels of Perceived Trustworthiness and Cooperative Behaviors within the team as these
dimensions of team trust are most strongly associated with a PLC team’s adherence to
collaborative team norms.
Considering the results of the simple linear regression models more closely, each
dimension of trust demonstrates a unique relationship with adherence to the difference types of
collaborative team norms. This study provides an understanding of the association within the
construct of team trust, as well as the association between the two constructs of team trust and
adherence to collaborative team norms. The unique relationships between adherence to each
type of norm and the dimensions of team trust are discussed below.
Teacher Dialogue norms in this study assess the adherence of teachers to ground rules
about how they will talk with one another while working within the team. At the bivariate level,
all dimensions of trust are significantly related to adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms. With
the exception of Monitoring Behaviors, all of the associations are positive, meaning higher team
trust scores are associated with higher levels of adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms.
Propensity to Trust has the largest association with adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms;
however nearly an equally strong relationship exists with Cooperating Behaviors among team
members and Perceived Trustworthiness as well.
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The strong positive relationship between these constructs suggests that teachers who are
more inclined to trust others within their PLC team because of their personal past experiences or
history will be more likely to adhere to norms associated with being clear about listening to one
another, balancing participation in discussions, reacting to differing ideas and opinions with
respect, and keeping shared information within the team confidential. These results are consistent
with previous findings (Jones & George, 1998; Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998; Reina &
Reina, 1999) that indicate that an individual’s prior history and values impact behavior in
conversations and exchanges with colleagues in groups and teams.
The strong positive relationship between Cooperating Behaviors and adherence to
Teacher Dialogue norms suggests that teachers in PLC teams who are demonstrating positive
actions such as open communication and interdependence are more likely to adhere to the rules
of the team which govern how team members with converse with one another. This finding
confirms prior research from Holmlund, McNally, and Viarengo (2012), who found a positive
relationship between how much is shared (openness, collaborating behaviors) within the team
and the way in which teachers dialogue around student work (dialogue norms).
Perceived Trustworthiness is assessed through trustor perceptions that the trustee is
honest, benevolent, reliable, open and competent (Eastwood & Seashore-Louis, 1992; Johnson,
Truxillo, Erdogan, Bauer, & Hammer, 2009; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998; Zenger &
Lawrence, 1989). The strong positive relationship between these two constructs suggests that
the more teachers regard others within their PLC team to be honest, benevolent, reliable open,
and competent (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998), the higher the level of adherence they will
have to norms associated with being clear about listening to one another, balancing participation
in discussions, reacting to differing ideas and opinions with respect, and keeping shared
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information within the team confidential. These results are consistent with previous findings that
the perceptions of trustworthiness one has of others largely determines the type of interactions
people have within teams (Rusman, van Bruggen, Sloep, Valcke, & Koper, 2013).
In sharp contrast to the other dimensions of team trust, the behavioral trust dimension
identified as Monitoring Behaviors was found to have a negative association with both adherence
to Teacher Dialogue norms and adherence to Decision Making norms. These negative
relationships indicate that the more Monitoring Behaviors (such as checking up on one another)
are evident within the team, the less likely the team member is to follow the agreed upon rules of
how teachers speak with one another and how decisions are made within the team. These results
are surprising, considering that prior research (Arrow et al., 2004; Yeatts & Hyten, 1998)
substantiates the need for monitoring within teams in order to ensure progress toward team goals.
When considering results of this study which indicate an excess of Monitoring Behaviors leads
to a disregard and lack of commitment to the rules and procedures of the team, the adage,
“everything in moderation” is applicable as it is known that some level of Monitoring Behaviors
are essential to the attainment of team goals and successful performance (Rousseau et al., 2006;
Yeatts & Hyten, 1998). Through this research, we learn that an excess of monitoring is
deleterious and moderation in monitoring amongst team members may be the key to achieving
success as measured by adherence to collaborative team norms.
Decision Making norms are the type of collaborative team norms which govern the role
of each individual teacher within the team decision making process. Here again, all dimensions
of trust are significantly associated with adherence to Decision Making norms, and with the
exception of Monitoring Behaviors, all of the associations are positive. Similar to Teacher
Dialogue norms, Propensity to Trust and Cooperating Behaviors have the largest associations
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with adherence to Decision Making norms with Perceived Trustworthiness close behind. The
strength of these relationships suggest that at the bivariate level, the presence of Propensity to
Trust, Cooperating Behaviors, and Perceived Trustworthiness and the absence of Monitoring
Behaviors are important in explaining adherence to collaborative team norms of decision
making. This finding aligns with prior research (Petty, 2015; Rode, 2010) which indicate that
the level at which an individual is able to trust another based upon his or her childhood
experiences with friends and family members impacts the individual’s involvement with and
support of decision making in the workplace. An additional study demonstrates that openness as
a factor that influences the decision making process of collaborative educational teams of
students (Forrester & Tashchian, 2011), and further findings indicate the perceptions of
trustworthiness one has of others largely determines the type of interactions people have within
teams and the level of support for team processes (Heldal & Steinsbeckk, 2009; Lee et al., 2010;
Rusman et al., 2013).
Norms of Enforcement are the type of collaborative team norms that assess how well
team members hold one another accountable to follow the team’s norms. This includes both
reviewing existing norms for adherence purposes, as well as systematically addressing norm
violations within the team. Similar to the other types of collaborative norms, at the bivariate
level, with the exception of Monitoring Behaviors, all dimensions of trust have a relationship
with adherence to Norms of Enforcement. Propensity to Trust positively impacts adherence to
Norms of Enforcement. In addition, Perceived Trustworthiness leads to a positive change in the
adherence to Norms of Enforcement which is sensible considering prior research (Aggarwal &
Mazumdar, 2008; Dixon-Woods & Tarrant, 2009) which indicates that trustworthy individuals
are also seen as more accountable for their actions, and more likely to cooperate and follow
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agreed upon procedures. It stands to reason then that trustworthy individuals who are adhering
to the team norms themselves will be more likely to adhere to norms of enforcement and hold
others within the team accountable for following the agreed upon rules and procedures of the
team.
Cooperating Behaviors positively impacts adherence to Norms of Enforcement. PLC
teacher teams demonstrating positive actions such as open communication and interdependence
are more likely to adhere to the agreed upon manner in which members of the team will be held
accountable to enforce the norms of the team. This finding aligns with those found in the
Teacher Dialogue norms model and the Decision Making norms model. It also confirms that of
Dennis Sparks (2013), who established that within effective collaborative teams, individuals are
open in sharing information amongst the team in order to willingly review the progress of the
team, to hold one another accountable for delivering against the plans agreed to, and to feel a
sense of obligation to the team for its progress.
In the examination of the multiple regression models, with respect to the influence of
control variables, only two were found to be significant within this study and only within the
Norms of Enforcement model. Findings revealed that team leaders are significantly more likely
to adhere to Norms of Enforcement than those who had never been a PLC team leader. This is
likely due to the responsibilities associated with the team leader position and how that experience
engenders familiarity with the role of holding team members accountable. Experience in this
role would likely carry over into individual adherence to Norms of Enforcement within the PLC
team even long after the team leader role has been fulfilled.
Findings also revealed that males are significantly more likely to adhere to Norms of
Enforcement than females. This is surprising considering prior research which indicates that
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within broad contexts there are no clear gender differences with respect to enforcement of norms
(Boschini, Muren, & Persson, 2011). However, one can reason this result by considering the
traditional roles of men and women in the family and in the upbringing of children. It has been
demonstrated that men may be more prone to emphasize work norms through childrearing than
women (Lindbeck & Nyberg, 2006). Enforcing norms on children might carry over to the wider
task of enforcing norms also in social interactions with adults.
Conclusion
In summary, a primary finding exists at the bivariate level, where not only is nearly each
dimension of team trust related to adherence to Teacher Dialogue norms, Decision Making
norms, and Norms of Enforcement, but they also are related to one another, signifying that they
are not completely independent. Interdependent relationships exist amongst the four dimensions
of team trust as evidenced through examination of correlations. Within the Teacher Dialogue
norms model specifically there are three strong positive correlations: between Propensity to Trust
and Perceived Trustworthiness, between Cooperating Behaviors and Propensity to Trust, and
between Cooperating Behaviors and Perceived Trustworthiness. In contrast, three negative
correlations were also found: between Monitoring Behaviors and Propensity to Trust, between
Monitoring Behaviors and Perceived Trustworthiness, and between Monitoring Behaviors and
Cooperating Behaviors (-0.44; p<.001). Similar correlations exist within the other models of
collaborative norms. These correlations between dimensions of team trust are intriguing and
outline a multidimensional complexity given that they are both related to one another, and
individually associated with adherence to types of collaborative norms.
Consideration of the correlational and bivariate results leads to the salient question of
how the interrelationships between dimensions of team trust impact their relationships with
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adherence to norms of Teacher Dialogue, Decision Making and Norms of Enforcement when
adjusting for the other dimensions of team trust in a multiple regression analysis. Interestingly
enough, the multiple regression analyses show that Perceived Trustworthiness and Cooperating
Behaviors continue to have strong and direct positive relationships with adherence to norms of
Teacher Dialogue, Decision Making and Norms of Enforcement, whereas Propensity to Trust
and Monitoring Behaviors do not.
Taking all of these findings collectively we reach the conclusion that in general, for
teacher teams that have worked together on average for over 3.5 years, that separately, nearly all
dimensions of trust are associated with adherence to all types of collaborative team norms.
However, when we look at all dimensions of team trust and their relations concurrently, we see
that some are related directly (Perceived Trustworthiness and Cooperating Behaviors), and others
are related indirectly (Propensity to Trust and Monitoring Behaviors).
The takeaway here is that teams who are aiming to improve or sustain high quality
collaboration within PLC teams would do well to focus on Perceived Trustworthiness and
Cooperating Behaviors, those dimensions of team trust which are directly related to adherence to
norms of teacher dialogue. A concentrated effort to improve the way in which team members
perceive others within the team to be competent, open, honest, benevolent, and reliable
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998) as well as the levels of exhibited behaviors of openness and
going beyond the minimum within the team would be of high value as they impact the team’s
adherence to all types of collaborative team norms most significantly. These dimensions of trust
far outweigh the impact of an individual team member’s history and experience as well as their
ability to check up on team members in the impact upon adherence to collaborative team norms.
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This study has confirmed a positive relationship between the two constructs of trust and
adherence to collaborative norms in teams and added to the conversation by disclosing additional
knowledge on the subject. Findings of this research propose the study of team trust and
adherence to collaborative team norms in a more detailed way offering multidimensionality and
an increased awareness of the impact each dimension of trust can have on the development of
collaboration within a PLC team for both teachers and administrators.
It is widely accepted that collaboration amongst teachers in a PLC is the key to the kind
of professional development necessary to meet the increased requirements for student learning
(Abrams, Cross, Lesser, & Levin, 2003; Bullough, 2007; DuFour, 2007; DuFour, Eaker, &
DuFour, 2005; Moolenar & Sleegers, 2010). This exploratory research examined the nature of
the relationship between dimensions of trust within collaborative teacher teams and adherence to
collaborative team norms. Prior findings were confirmed indicating a significant and positive
relationship between the two constructs. When considered individually, every dimension of trust
is associated with adherence to the norms of teacher dialogue. However, when all dimensions of
trust and their relations are examined collectively, it is clear that some are related directly and
others are indirectly related. Through this study empirical evidence is offered to deepen
understanding as to the nature of the relationship of the psychological and behavioral dimensions
of team trust and their impact upon adherence to collaborative team norms.
In order to improve or sustain collaboration within PLC teams, all appropriate
stakeholders should examine not only the relationships which exist between dimensions of team
trust and adherence to team norms, but the relationships which exist within dimensions of team
trust themselves and concentrate efforts on improving the dimensions of team trust which are
directly related to collaborative norm adherence. Perceived Trustworthiness and Cooperating
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Behaviors not only contribute to, or are reflected by team trust, but also have the most impact
upon adherence to collaborative team norms.
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APPENDIX A: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This chapter will provide a review of the literature that will first describe the role
Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) in education, their characteristics, and how the
development of PLCs has impacted teachers. Next, trust and its specific components will be
discussed in detail, with special focus being given to trust in schools, and the role of relational
trust in collaborative teams of teachers. This will then be followed by an overview of the norms
that are established within collaborative teams. Finally, an examination of how specific types of
norms can be related to trust within collaborative teams of teachers in a PLC will be presented
for consideration.
Understanding Professional Learning Communities
There have been a myriad of definitions offered for the term Professional Learning
Communities (or PLCs) within the literature (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Clark, 2001; Martin,
2002; Mitchell & Sackney, 2000; Toole & Seashore-Louis, 2002). A PLC has most often been
defined as a group of people who engage themselves in serious discussions as a way to develop
their understanding of a common interest; that is to say, the members of a PLC seek to share
their individual opinions on a continuing basis (Corcoran, 2007; Dooner, Mandzuk, & Clifton,
2008). According to DuFour et al. (2013), within a PLC team of teachers,
members work together to clarify exactly what each student must learn, monitor each
student’s learning on a timely basis, provide systematic interventions that ensure students
receive additional time and support for learning when they struggle, and extend and
enrich learning when students have already mastered the intended outcomes. (p. 3)
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Others argue that individuals within PLCs often discuss different aspects of their teaching craft
as a means of incorporating new ideas and skills into their attitude and beliefs (De Jong & Dirks,
2012).
This concept of a PLC is closely aligned with Wenger’s notions on what he calls
communities of practice (Wenger, 1999). “Communities of practice are groups of people who
share a concern or a passion for something they do and learn how to do it better as they interact
regularly” (Wenger, 1999, p. 1). Although PLCs are aligned with a community of practice, a
PLC tends to be more formalized and procedurally driven than a community of practice.
Furthermore, a PLC also tends to have an ongoing emphasis upon a continuous cycle of actions
that are designed to improve team member skills. Another important distinction is that this
action cycle is results oriented by design, as “members of a PLC realize that all their efforts in
these areas: a focus on learning, collaborative teams, collective inquiry, action orientation, and
continuous improvement, must be assessed on the basis of results rather than intentions”
(Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995, p. 4).
The consensus which has emerged from the literature is that a PLC functions as a
collective enterprise of learners who are continually seeking knowledge, embody shared values
and norms, and are engaged in practices of improvement (DuFour, 2007; DuFour et al., 2013;
DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Leona, 2011; Marx, 2010; Snow-Geronimo, 2005). Teachers in a PLC
work as part of a collaborative team by contributing and sharing individual strengths to achieve a
common goal. Within the PLC team, a teacher will benefit from shared knowledge that is
brought to the PLC by other members of the team (Dooner et al., 2008). Collaborative and
collegial interchange should be a norm for teachers in a PLC team, as it has been suggested that a
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more collaborative team of professionals helps in improving teacher efficacy (Vescio et al.,
2008).
Essential Factors of Professional Learning Communities
According to Garmston and Wellman (2009), there are six essential factors of a
professional community of teachers that produce a sense of shared responsibility for student
success. “These shared efforts produce gains in student achievement” (Garmston & Wellman,
2009, p. 15). The six factors are as follows:
1. Compelling purpose, shared standards, and academic focus
2. Collective efficacy and shared responsibility for student learning
3. Communal application of effective teaching practices and deprivatized practice
4. Individual and group learning based on ongoing assessment and feedback
5. Collaborative culture
6. Relational trust in one another, in students, and in parents
The first factor is very important to the health of a professional learning community
mainly because defining and refining what it means to do quality work is the important catalyst
for conversation among colleagues within a PLC team. Establishing a common academic focus
is critical to the work of the team (Hoy, Tarter, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2006). Without it, the team
may spend their time together focused on incidental or inessential issues instead of working on
the work of improving teaching and learning.
The second factor is in order for the PLC to flourish, the members must agree to have a
collective and shared responsibility for the learning of students and for the benefit of the team
(Adams, 1965; Gray, 2007; Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 1999). Individual autonomy is said to
reduce a teacher’s efficacy in student learning (Gillespie, 2005). Having a shared responsibility
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and goal is important when creating a vision that will guide the desired outcomes of the PLC,
and this vision will tend to grow over time as people work together (Dirks, 1999) within the
PLC. The concept of collective responsibility involves a give-and-take obligation among
teachers within the PLC (Coleman, 1966). Collective responsibility can test the resolve of team
members, as it makes them more accountable for their duties and more pressured to share equal
responsibilities (Sako, 1992). Collective responsibility is also a key factor in the sustenance of
high levels of responsibility with respect to student performance and achievement (Hedges &
Greenwald, 1996; Mayer & Argyres, 2004).
A third essential factor of a successful Professional Community of teachers is that of
communal application of effective teaching practices and deprivatized practice. Teachers who
work together in PLC teams establish a working zone between the larger sphere of district and
state initiatives and the smaller sphere of their individual classroom (McLaughlin & Talbert,
2001, 2006). This working zone may provide the ongoing support individual teachers need in
their pursuit of continual improvement of their professional practice. Deprivatized practice
involves teachers observing the instruction of other teachers. These observations include
subsequent discussions between the teachers of what went well and what could be improved
(Kruse & Seashore-Louis, 1995), as well as meaningful feedback discussions based on research
based teaching principles (Hord, 1997). As teachers within a PLC share their ideas and
strategies, coaching one another and solving problems together, they break down traditional
walls of isolation and students become the beneficiaries through an environment of improved
teaching and learning (Garmston & Wellman, 2009).
Individual and group learning based on ongoing assessment and feedback is a fourth
essential factor of PLCs. A commitment by all PLC team members to continuous professional
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learning is essential in order to achieve an improved and sustained level of teaching excellence
(Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). When teachers in a PLC team look
at student work together, to explore what is working and what might require modification in their
curricular and instructional approaches, they can receive meaningful feedback from one another
through reflective professional dialogue (Garmston & Wellman, 2009; Solomon, 2001).
Considerations with respect to reflective professional inquiry may include an examination of
teacher’s practice and teaching strategies, joint planning and development of curricula (Sako,
1992) , the sharing and seeking of new knowledge (Gillespie, 2005) through frequent and
persistent interactions (Folger & Greenberg, 1985), and application of solutions to problems
(Ferrin et al., 2007).
A fifth essential factor of PLCs, and a factor which is part of the focus of this study, is
that of a collaborative culture. PLCs and students benefit when teachers in schools work in
collaborative teams (Little, 1990). Effective teams have also been linked to improved
productivity in the workplace. Specifically a positive school climate and increased student
achievement is linked to collaboration amongst teaching staff (Wheelan & Kesselring, 2005). In
order to sustain school improvement through PLCs, it is vital to have a culture of collaboration
(Horn, 2010; Meeks-Gardner, Powell, & Grantham-McGregor, 2007; Vescio et al., 2008).
Collaboration is defined as an interpersonal style between coequal parties voluntarily
engaged in shared decision making as they work toward a common goal (Friend & Cook, 2010).
Within a group of individuals, such as a PLC team, collaboration involves progressive exchanges
of help and support from other people, (PLC teachers) within the team (Lipnack & Stamps,
1997). The progressive exchanges can be surrounding common student assessments,
professional practice decisions, and evaluation of strategies and lessons (Gillespie, 2005).
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The goals of a school practice, including those of a PLC team, cannot be reached without
collaboration (Sako, 1992). A team of individuals who are effective at collaboration “does not
happen by chance: It has to be taught, practiced, and learned” (Garmston & Wellman, 2009, p.
16). The team environment which is conducive to practicing and learning the required skills of
collaboration, is one in which individual team members feel safe to be vulnerable, to be
authentic, to share, and to take risks.
Building trust is essential to the process of developing collaborative relationships.
Within a PLC, effectively moving from isolation to collaboration requires a foundation of trust
between individual teachers. Without clear knowledge of how to build trust among staff, those
attempting to pursue collaborative relationships may be met with difficulties. It is explained that
“only after a period of time in which trust, and subsequently respect are established can school
professionals feel relatively secure in fully exploring collaborative relationships” (Friend &
Cook, 2010, p. 13).
A sixth essential element of PLCs, and one which is a central focus of this study, is that
of relational trust. In order for teachers to be successful in PLCs, they need to trust one another
(Coleman, 1966; Israel, 2003; Naumann & Bennett, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Young,
2006). When teachers do not trust each other, they cannot collaborate with one another, the
result of which is a negative attitude toward change, a lack of buy in, and a failure of the PLC
team and organization to succeed (Dooner et al., 2008; Kim & Mauborgne, 1995). Because of
the importance of trust in this study, an examination of the history and description of trust will be
discussed below.

50
Understanding Trust
Trust, is a human instinct that has evolved from the eagerness to share food in societies of
hunters and gatherer several thousand years ago (Nooteboom, 2002). Individuals trust to gain
self-interests, to show compassion, empathy, recognition and camaraderie, or just because a
person honestly wants to trust (Kim & Mauborgne, 1996; Pirson & Malhotra, 2011). According
to several researchers, trust is considered a choice behavior, one which may be withdrawn when
a person believes their trust is being ignored or abused (Baier, 1986; Earl & Timperley, 2008;
Langfred, 2004).
Even though there are certain agreed-upon principles associated with trust, the notion of
trust as a construct has a wide range of conceptualizations (Buffum & Erkens, 2012; Hoy &
Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Huff, 2008; Johnson & Johnson, 2009; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, &
Camerer, 1998; Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007; Zenger & Lawrence, 1989). Early research
on trust was primarily founded in institutions, known as institutional trust which consists of the
relationship between an individual and an institution which changes over time, is analyzed
through the interpersonal ties of the individual to the organization (Bachmann & Inkpen, 2011;
Gillespie & Dietz, 2009; Saunders, 2010). In economic terms, others write about trust as the
capital necessary in order for a society to experience economic benefit (Fukuyama, 1995;
Putnam, 1993). Specifically, Fukuyama (1995) states, “a nation’s well-being, as well as its
ability to compete, is conditioned by a single, pervasive cultural characteristic: the level of trust
inherent in the society” (p. 7).
As trust has developed further, the concept of relational trust, or trusting relationships
between individuals, has become more accepted (Rousseau et al., 1998). This transition of trust
is reflective of the transition of organizational structures in society. Early traditional
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organizations were mainly top-down, leadership driven entities whereas recent organizations are
comprised of more flexible forms involving independent contractors and smaller work teams
(Miles & Creed, 1995; Miles & Snow, 1992). This study will focus on relational trust between
teachers in a collaborative team.
Varied conceptualizations of trust exist across disciplines (Rousseau et al., 1998). For
example, Robert Putnam’s work on the nature of democratic institutions led him to explain trust
as a form of social capital within the realm of politics (Putnam, 1993). Additionally, Francis
Fukuyama (1995) through the lens of national economics derived the notion of social trust as a
form of social capital. Adam Seligman defined trust as interactive and connected to a part of the
self that we identify with when we seek personal and social relationships (Seligman, 1997).
Mayer et al. (1995) defined trust as an individual’s willingness to risk vulnerability or a
willingness to be vulnerable to another party.
Numerous definitions of trust are similar to that of Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman (1995)
and reference an individual’s willingness to become vulnerable (Burke, Webber, & Young,
2007; Costa, 2003; Costa & Anderson, 2011; Dirks & Skarlicki, 2008; Hoy & TschannenMoran, 1999, 2003; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Schoorman et al., 2007). Costa and
Anderson (2011) state, “The willingness to be vulnerable from Mayer et al., (1995) is one of the
most cited definitions of trust and has played a central role in many conceptualizations” (p. 607).
Correspondingly, this study will focus on the definition of trust as a willingness to be vulnerable.
A variety of situations are explained within the literature on trust, which may pertain to
an individual’s willingness to be vulnerable and how an individual may or may not manifest that
willingness. For example, Mayer et al. (1995) refers to risk taking as a behavior of an individual
that demonstrates an observable manifestation of an individual’s willingness to be vulnerable,
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and therefore can be deemed as a trusting behavior. In contrast, other research references trust in
terms of an individual’s thoughts, noting that,” trust is a psychological state comprising the
intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of
another” (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 395). Costa and Anderson (2011) conceptualize trust at the
team level (such as in PLC teacher teams), as a combination of both psychological and
behavioral dimensions. “Trust within teams reflects a climate that is shared among team
members and is likely to influence and be influenced by individual propensities and perceptions
of trustworthiness and lead to behavior patterns that reflect that climate” (p. 123).
Psychological dimensions of trust. Psychological dimensions of trust as conceptualized
by Costa and Anderson (2011) include the propensity to trust and perceived trustworthiness.
Both of these are identified as formative indicators of trust, meaning that the level of an
individual’s propensity to trust and perceived trustworthiness is a reflection of a disposition and
perception of trust.
Propensity to trust, as outlined in the Mayer et al. (1995) model, is important to a
cooperative trusting relationship. Each individual enters a relationship with his or her own base
state of trust. This base is founded on the individual’s history and resulting beliefs. Scholars
explain that “some individuals believe that people are basically good and therefore have a higher
base propensity to trust. Others have experienced numerous relationship failures, which have
made them less open to risk and therefore having a lower propensity to trust. The concept of an
individual’s propensity to trust describes the sense of vulnerability that people have in entering
trust relationships” (Kochanek, 2005, p. 17).
The second psychological dimension of individual vulnerability is that of trustworthiness.
Trustworthiness is assessed through trustor perceptions that the trustee is honest, benevolent,
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reliable, open, and competent (Eastwood & Seashore-Louis, 1992; Johnson & Johnson, 2009;
Zenger & Lawrence, 1989). These characteristics allow the trustor to be willing to accept
vulnerability (Akgün et al., 2010; Dirks & Skarlicki, 2008). In this context, it is implied that a
person who is trustworthy will not put another individual in harm’s way and will only think
about the best interest of other people or the group as a whole.
Additional research by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000) identified five facets of trust
indicating that the presence of the facets creates a context of trustworthiness, which lays the
foundation for the development of relational trust. These facets are indications of
trustworthiness and precursors to trust as follows: benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty,
and openness.
Both a propensity to trust and trustworthiness are needed to achieve effective
communication and collaboration, which are the foundations of good and productive
relationships (Erfle, 2013).
Behavioral dimensions of trust. Behavioral dimensions of trust, such as cooperating
and monitoring behaviors, are identified as reflective indicators, meaning that they reflect the
level of an individual’s propensity to trust and perceived trustworthiness. Cooperating behaviors
are those behaviors conducive to the work of the team such as engagement, willingness to share
information, reliance on team members, and open communication (Costa & Anderson, 2011).
Individuals who behave in these ways demonstrate that they are willing to make themselves
vulnerable, and lay the foundation for relational trust.
Conditions within schools are such that multiple tasks are undertaken simultaneously
throughout a given school year. It is unreasonable to expect that a single individual within a
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school can carry out an assignment alone from start to finish. Therefore, those working within
schools need to cooperate with one another consistently. These cooperative exchanges can exist
at all levels in a school environment, including teachers depending on teachers in a collaborative
work team as in a PLC (Burke et al., 2007).
As individual teachers transition from the traditional culture of isolation and
individuality, to a culture of collaboration there is potential for uncertainty and vulnerability.
Within a collaborative team, teachers demonstrate a willingness to be vulnerable as they depend
upon those teachers on their team with whom they have a collective responsibility to ensure that
students are learning the material. In addition, as individual teachers share the results of student
assessments or individual instructional practices with their colleagues, they are exhibiting
cooperative behaviors and a willingness to be vulnerable. Over time with increased interactions,
a level of relational trust can develop ultimately providing an environment where collaborative
teacher interaction is sustained (Adler, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000).
As opposed to cooperating behaviors, monitoring behaviors are often associated with
underdeveloped or low levels of trust. Monitoring behaviors include actions of team members,
which regulate or monitor the actions of other within the team (Costa & Anderson, 2011) . An
example of a monitoring behavior within a collaborative team can look like a sign-in sheet,
which each team member is required to sign at every team meeting to ensure that there is
verification of attendance. Another example can be found in the submission of collaborative
team meeting notes to a site administrator as evidence of the topics which were discussed during
each meeting (DuFour et al., 2013). Monitoring behaviors can play a larger part in the
interactions of individuals who have recently entered into a relationship. This may be due to the
fact that individuals are in the beginning phases of assessing the trustworthiness of the other
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individuals on the team. As time passes and individuals have increased opportunities to interact,
monitoring behaviors may become less prevalent due to the increase in perceptions of
trustworthiness (Costa & Anderson, 2011).
Costa and Anderson (2011) state that “trust within teams reflects a climate that is shared
among team members and is likely to influence and be influenced by individual propensities and
patterns of trustworthiness and lead to behavior patterns that reflect that climate” (p. 125). A
measurement has been developed by Costa and Anderson (2011) concluded that propensity to
trust and trustworthiness of individuals within a team are reflected by the presence of cooperative
behavior and the absence of monitoring behaviors. Four specific indicators of team trust are
propensity to trust, perceived trustworthiness, cooperative behaviors, and monitoring behaviors,
as previously discussed in this chapter. A foundational premise of this measurement tool is that
the trustor’s perception of the trustee’s trustworthiness increases as cooperative behaviors
become more evident. Conversely, the trustor’s perceptions of trustworthiness in the trustee
decreases as monitoring behaviors are more evident. For purposes of this study, Costa and
Anderson’s (2011) team trust assessment tool will be the measurement tool that it used to
evaluate trust within PLC teams. In addition to evaluating trust within a collaborative team, this
study will evaluate the role of different types of norms in establishing the conditions necessary
for optimal collaborative team performance.
Norms and the Role of Norms in Teams
Norms are ground rules, practices or ways that govern or direct a group (Konovsky &
Pugh, 1994). The norms of a group are the group’s common belief regarding appropriate
behavior, attitudes, and perceptions for its members. These prescribed modes of conduct and
belief not only guide the behavior of group members but also help group interaction by
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specifying the kind of responses that are expected and acceptable in particular situations
(Johnson & Johnson, 2009). Norms are considered to be socially shared standards or rules
against which evaluation of the appropriateness of behavior can be made possible (Buffum,
2008). According to Schein (1968) as new members enter an organization or a group they go
through organizational socialization, or the process by which a new member learns the value
system, the norms, and the required behavior patterns of the group being entered. The values,
norms, and behavior patterns of the group are based on the basic goals of the group and how the
goals should be carried out, as well as the responsibilities of the members within the group
(Schein, 1968).
Within collaborative teacher teams, shared norms and values lay the foundation for the
PLC team culture, because they help to establish personal and team-wide expectations within a
team, providing all team members with clear vision of associated responsibilities and
assumptions of team interactions (Adams, 1963; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Walther & Bunz,
2005). Each individual team member joins a team with preconceived judgments of who they
may or may not be able to trust and why. These judgments result from prior experiences of the
individual and/or personality traits which predispose the individual to propensity to trust as well
as expectations of interactions within the team before they actually occur (Costa, 2003; Costa &
Anderson, 2011; Kramer, 1999). As the team begins to interact collectively, the interactions lead
to a common way of being within the team, or a culture of the team which is comprised of shared
experiences, values, behaviors, and conversations which occur within the team over time
(Schein, 1968). These shared experiences, values, behaviors and conversations are known as the
norms of the team, or the rules, guidelines and standards governing group interaction. Healthy
and unhealthy communities, low performing and high performing teams all establish and enforce
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a code of norms (Garmston & Wellman, 2009). Thus an individual’s collective perception of
trust in the team, based upon perceptions of trustworthiness and individual propensities to trust,
most likely takes place as the individual repeatedly engages in team interactions and experiences
which can include both cooperative and monitoring behaviors within the team.
Norms have many purposes. Within teams, norms embody the procedures to be followed
and the commitments developed by the members of a team to guide them in collaborating
effectively (Schwarz, 1994). According to Johnson and Johnson (2009), norms primarily provide
a “basis for predicting the behavior of other members and serve as a guide for a member’s own
behavior” (p. 17). Norms within collaborative teams lay out the framework for acceptable team
dynamics which can lead to the types of interpersonal interactions in teams that foster team trust
Norms can also serve to regulate communication among the members of the team, regulate
decision making within the team, control team conflict, and regulate the tasks distribution of
power and rewards among team members (Hartley, 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Levine &
Moreland, 1990; Pfeffer, 1983; Zenger & Lawrence, 1989). Norms can foster and reinforce trust
through the promotion of positive interactions and effective decision- making by helping to set
the stage for productive differences and disagreement. A safe climate of openness and
exploration can be established through the use of norms, thereby allowing team members to
share different point of view. Norms also help to regulate team member behavior during
meetings (Amason & Sapienza, 1997; Argote, 1989; Ehrhart & Naumann, 2004; Hackman,
1976; Hackman & Walton, 1986; Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001; McGrath, 1984). For
example, behaviors such as tardiness, negative attitudes and other distracting actions can be kept
under control through invoking the norms established by the team.
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Types of norms in teams. Norms are the rules that govern how teams interact, with each
other, how business is conducted, how decisions are made, how team members communicate,
even the expectations for dress when teams are assembled (Jolly, 2008). Norms define the
supportive conditions for a professional learning community. Hord (1997) described supportive
conditions as the elements that determine “when and where and how staff regularly come
together as a unit to do the learning, decision making, problem solving, and creative work that
characterize a professional learning community” (p. 20).
Hord (1997) further defined that the two types of conditions necessary for groups such as
collaborative teams in PLCs to function are structural and human. The structural conditions
focus on creating the environment in which a PLC operates. According to Kruse and SeashoreLouis (1993) these structural conditions can include elements such as group time and physical
proximity. Some of the human conditions as described by Kruse and Seashore-Louis (1993)
include openness to improvement, respect, and socialization mechanisms. Garmston and
Wellman (2009) in their book, The Adaptive School: A Sourcebook for Developing Collaborative
Groups identified norms of dialogue and decision making in addition to norms of monitoring
norms as among the structures necessary to guide collaborative groups to continual success.
This study will focus on the role of four types of norms in teams, which include both structural
and human conditions: norms of meeting time, team member dialogue, decision making, and
norms of enforcement.
First, norms which govern meeting time are essential to guide team processes and
maintain continuity within the meeting structure. Meetings which start and end on time allow
team members to predict the time commitment involved, and accurately anticipate the logistics
of the meeting, thus minimizing anxiety or potential vulnerability associated with team meeting
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structure (Saphier et al., 1997). Research indicates that often, outside influences take advantage
of a collaborative team working together and attempt to interrupt meeting time with disruptive
events. Subsequently, collaborative team meeting time must be protected and valued as
dedicated time for the team (Lujan & Day, 2010). Members who arrive on time and stay for the
entire collaborative team meeting communicate to the team that the PLC work is important and
valued. Examples of norms which team meeting time may include statements as: We start and
end meetings on time. Members of the team arrive on time. Members of the team stay for the
entire meeting. Meeting attendance is a priority for all members of the team. Meeting time is
dedicated solely to the work of the PLC team.
Secondly, within a team, there are also many norms that govern team dialogue that
support greater effectiveness in collaborative teams. A collaborative team of teachers in a PLC
can operate more efficiently and productively when there are norms that govern team dialogue
during team meetings. Teachers in collaborative teams require the ability to try new ideas
without the concern of failure, reflecting on their teaching and improving their practice (Kruse &
Seashore-Louis, 1993). A safe level of communication within the team allows teachers to share
ideas and collaborate more effectively than an environment in which the level of communication
is unknown (Horn, 2010). Jacobs and Yendol-Hoppey (2010) found that through open
discussions in collaborative teacher teams, conversations about instruction took place which
assisted individual teachers in improving their instruction. Through these discussions, teacher
constructed new information that will improve their classroom instruction (Kruse & SeashoreLouis, 1993). Norms of teacher dialogue which support an organized agenda with one topic
being discussed at a time, balanced participation between team members, welcome the respectful
exchange of differing opinions and ideas, facilitate deep listening, and an understanding of
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confidentiality within the group (Garmston & Wellman, 2009; Jolly, 2008). Examples of norms
which govern how teachers talk together may include statements as found in Anne Jolly’s (2008)
Team to Teach, Tool 4.3, A norm sampler such as:
All members will join in the team’s discussions; no one will dominate the discussions;
each member will listen attentively as other speak; Everyone’s point of view will be
considered; Our conversations will reflect our respect for and acceptance of one another;
We will disagree with ideas not individuals; no zingers or put-downs; we will keep
confidential any information shared in confidence. (p. 163)
Third, collaborative teams are more successful when there are norms which address how
decision making occurs (Garmston & Wellman, 2009). Effective team collaboration takes place
as individual members understand the role of their voice is in the process of decision making
within the team. Is their voice being used to inform, recommend, or decide? If they are
informing or recommending, to whom are they relaying information and what are the next steps
in the process? In addition, when individuals are assured that alternative opinions matters in the
process they are more likely to engage with fidelity (Hipp & Huffman, 2003). Research has
shown that shared decision making based on relevant facts and ideas involves all stakeholders
when working towards improvement (Darling-Hammond, 1996).
Consensus is one form of decision making. Groups such as collaborative teacher teams
are appropriately served by a consensus process in which at least 80% of the group is willing to
commit and act upon the recommended decision. It also means that the others in the group agree
to support the decisions of the team and refrain from any appearance of sabotage (Garmston &
Wellman, 2009). Examples of these norms which govern decision making may include
statements such as those found in Anne Jolly’s (2008) Team to Teach, Tool 4.3,
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A Norm Sampler: We will reach decisions by consensus; Any member of the team not in
agreement with a decision will present an alternative solution to the situation for
consideration before a decision is made. Team members will support the decisions of the
team. (p. 163)
Finally, within collaborative teacher teams, norms which govern how norms are enforced
are essential to creating the environment necessary for effective collaboration. “The less
members follow the group’s norms, the less effective the group will be “ (Johnson & Johnson,
2009, p. 298). For a group norm to influence a person’s behavior, the person must recognize that
it exists, be aware that other group members accept and follow the norms, and accept and follow
it himself or herself. Enforcement of group norms requires the ability to monitor members’
behavior so that norm violations are detected and supportive norm behaviors are reinforced. It
also requires that the social sanctions the group uses to punish norm violation carry weight for
the individuals (Fox, 1985). At first a person may conform to a group norm because the group
typically rewards conforming behavior and punishes non-conforming behavior. Later the person
may internalize the norm and conform to it automatically, even when no other group members
are present.
Individual team members will need to unlearn previous norms as much as they learn new
team norms when it comes to collaborative team processes (Levine, 2011). This ties into
Schein’s (1968) concept of organizational socialization with respect to an individual’s values
and behavior patterns.
If a novice comes to the organization with values and behavior patterns which are in
varying degrees out of line with those expected by the organization, then the socialization
process first involves a destructive or unfreezing phase. This phase serves the function of
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detaching the person from his former values… and that he must redefine himself in terms
of the new roles which he is to be granted. (p. 54)
Likewise, within a collaborative team, norms which govern meeting time, teacher dialogue, and
decision making are necessary to help individual teachers to “see the taken-for-granted practices,
beliefs, or knowledge, to question these, and to unlearn whatever is unproductive” (Levine, 2011,
p. 933). These norms within a team stand to have a critical impact on the team’s focus and
understanding of what is important with respect to the process of team structure and interaction
and, ultimately, on how the team culture is established.
It can be expected that members of every team will violate every norm at one time or
another. How these violations are addressed comprises the enforcement of norms within teams
(Vescio et al., 2008). The enforcement of team norms is associated with the storming phase of
Tuckman’s (1965) group development model. Enforcement of team norms is critical to
successful team development as clear violations of commitments members have made to each
other need to be confronted (Hill & Jones, 1998; Tuckman & Jensen, 1977).
Enforcement of norms. Enforcement of norms within teams is necessary to the
development of the team in order to ensure that with individual and team needs, they need to be
evaluated and possibly adjusted if necessary. In teams, problem behaviors are identified when a
team member openly acts in contrast (not necessarily purposefully) to either the explicit or
implicit norms of the team. For example, lack of cooperation in performing agreed upon tasks,
non-attendance of meetings, coming to meetings unprepared or late, and behaving
discourteously (Little, Gearhart, Curry, & Kafka, 2003; Newcomb, 1943; Reed, 2001; Sarkar,
Aulakh, & Cavusgil, 1998) all are actions that can be readily identified as contradictory to
positive team interactions. Problem behaviors can also be the root of team conflict as
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disagreements about how the team members should work collaboratively to accomplish a
specific task can be disruptive (Zaccaro, 2012). Another example of problem behaviors would
be when a member does not give all his or her support and help to the team because he/she thinks
that their effort is not necessary at all (Webber, 2008). These and other problem behaviors
ultimately lead to discontent, mistrust, and disagreement within a team (Harris, 2011). A team
that finds itself in this state has reached the storming phase of development identified by
Tuckman (1965).
The maintenance of agreed-upon norms plays an important role in preventing negative
conflict from arising within teams, which can affect performance among the members (Syer &
Connolly, 1996). A team depends on its members to execute assigned tasks and meet agreed
deadlines (Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985). When team members fail to do what is expected from
them, the levels of trust within the team may start to fall and cohesion among the members of the
team starts to decline. On the other hand, if the ground rules and norms are well-executed, trust
may be sustained and even increased, which will also serve to improve cohesion among team
members (Levin, 1994).
Teams which regularly address violations of norms with team members and enforce
behaviors that are supportive of the norms can regulate conflict in an effective manner
(Garmston & Wellman, 2009). Negative behaviors can, in effect, quickly become the norm if
left unchecked. How can a team successfully enforce agreed upon norms when they are violated
by members? Enforcement of norms within a team is a collective responsibility equally shared
amongst all members. “Members of effective groups hold one another accountable to do their
fair share of the work, promote one another’s success, appropriately engage in small-group skills,
and determine how effectively they are at working together.” (Johnson & Johnson, 2009, p. 20).
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Within the context of establishing team norms, teams are encouraged to create a meta-norm or
norm about how team members hold one another accountable to team norms (Richardson, 1999).
For example, a team which has a norm supporting a face-to-face confrontation when problem
behaviors occur could enable conflicts to reach better resolutions. According to Druskat and
Wolff (1999), when team members are confronted face-to face in a structured and interactive
way, those who initially showed negative behaviors towards the enforcement of norms felt
significantly more positive after the face-to-face discussion. In contrast, the absence of a norm
that supports addressing problem behaviors can cause these issues to be addressed and resolved
by team members in a more personal and emotional manner, such as disliking other members of
the team and acting with irritation and annoyance (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). These types of
negative outcomes have been linked to lower performance and satisfaction in teams (Richardson,
1999).
Within teams, if norms are consistently enforced in accordance with agreed upon
processes, the mental images of how a task is to be completed are in greater congruence with the
team’s goals and expectations, thus reducing potential conflict and uncertainty (Hadar & Brody,
2013). Regular enforcement of team norms involving all team members in a consistent manner,
also solidifies the importance of the norms in guiding appropriate team interactions. Over time,
with consistent enforcement, continued positive team interactions may create experiences that
foster the propensity to trust amongst individual team members and likewise the perceptions of
individual trustworthiness within the collaborative team.
Team norms and trust in teams. The relationship between trust and team performance
has been well established (De Jong & Elfring, 2010; Dirks, 1999; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001).
Collaborative teams that are able to establish and maintain trust, outperform those who do not.
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The relationship between norms and team performance is clear (Adams, 1963; Hadar & Brody,
2013; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Loughry & Tosi, 2008; Piccoli & Ives, 2003; Walther & Bunz,
2005). Specifically, collaborative teams that have clear, consistent norms governing procedures
and interactions explicitly, excel in comparison to those teams without anything in place
(Schwarz, 1994).
Norms function to provide a means of monitoring, express the values and identity of a
group, norms simplify and make the group behavior predictable (Hackman, 2002; Hadar &
Brody, 2013; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). However, the current literature is limited regarding the
relationship between norms in collaborative teams, being mainly focused on the role of norms in
monitoring within teams.
With respect to the role of norms for monitoring in teams, the literature provides mixed
findings and a number of contradictory positions (Ferrin et al., 2007; Langfred, 2004; Malhotra
& Murnighan, 2002; Webber, 2008). Some research states that there may be a positive
relationship between monitoring and trust in team settings, and that individuals in teams expect
monitoring as part of maintaining healthy team interactions (Ferrin et al., 2007; Langfred, 2004;
Webber, 2008). Yet in contrast, evidence also suggests that monitoring within teams can be
counter-productive to trust because it can condition individuals within the team to rely more on
external controls (such as rules) than on the internal relationships between team members in
carrying out the tasks of the team (Malhotra & Murnighan, 2002). As concluded by Malhotra
and Murnighan (2002), the relationship between monitoring and trust in teams is “far from clean
or simple” (p. 556).
This proposed study aims to examine the relationship between norms and trust within
teams, specifically the relationship between team trust and adherence to norms in collaborative
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teacher teams within a PLC. This study will inform the current knowledge base regarding norms
and trust in teams and may clarify the existing contradictory findings.
PLCs are designed to focus on increasing student performance and in order to accomplish
this goal, successful collaboration within the teacher team must occur. Collaborative teams
would greatly benefit from additional knowledge on the direct relationship between team norms
and team trust. This research will be studied from the perspective of the collaborative team
members. Additional insight into this relationship stands to assist educators, administrators, and
all who have an interest in understanding more about what is necessary to create a positive
environment for successful collaborative team interactions which will contribute to successful
student learning.
Summary
Education is ever changing and the demands on educators to provide a teaching and
learning environment which ensures success for all students is greater than ever before. Schools
are emphasizing the importance of collaborative teams as a structural and cultural means to
provide ongoing systematic professional development for teachers engaged in this pursuit. In
order for teachers in a PLC to be successful, a level of collaboration must exist within their team.
At the foundation of interactions within these collaborative teams is trust within the team.
As collaborative teams grow and develop, the dynamics of the team can change. The
establishment of team norms, or ground rules for expectations and interactions, is vital to sustain
positive collaborative team development and success. In order for collaborative teams to be
successful, positive norms of interaction must become salient within the team (Cialdini & Trost,
1998). Specifically, this study will investigate how different types of norms relate to trust within
the collaborative team.
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This study will examine the overarching question of: What is the relationship between the
types of norms and mutual teacher trust in collaborative teacher teams? Specifically, what is the
relationship between norms that govern meeting time and mutual teacher trust; what is the
relationship between norms that govern team member dialogue and mutual teacher trust; what is
the relationship between norms that govern team decision making and mutual teacher trust; and
norms of enforcement and mutual teacher trust?
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APPENDIX B: METHODS
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to conduct quantitative research that will assess the
relationship between norms and trust within collaborative teacher teams. Collaborative team
norms as a construct were defined as a function of multiple factors that were previously
explained in detail as part of the literature review. These factors included the types of norms that
govern meeting time, teacher dialogue, decision making, and the enforcement of norms. Another
construct, that of team trust, was defined in this study as a measurement of the following four
facets of trust: propensity to trust, perceived trustworthiness, collaborative behaviors, and
monitoring behaviors. The data gathered by this study was used to answer the overarching
research question that seeks to understand the relationship between types of norms and mutual
teacher trust in collaborative teams. Specific subparts to the research question included the
following:
1. What is the relationship between norms that govern meeting time and mutual teacher
trust?
2. What is the relationship between norms that govern team member dialogue and
mutual teacher trust?
3. What is the relationship between norms that govern team decision making and mutual
teacher trust?
4. What is the relationship between norms of enforcement and mutual teacher trust?
Measurement
A survey was used to gather all data that will be later analyzed as part of this research
study. The survey had three main components. The first component of the survey was designed
to gather demographic information, whereas the second part gathered information on the
construct of collaborative team norms. The final portion of the survey collected information on
team trust.
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The demographics questions were prepared for the survey by the researcher and were
designed to be used as statistical control variables. In other words, the control variables were
potential confounds in the relationship between collaborative team norms and team trust.
Included within the demographic information were questions that gathered information about the
teacher such as what grade levels were taught, how long they have been teaching, and how long
they have been a member of their current team. The intent of the demographic data was to
strengthen the research findings by providing an opportunity to explore the relationship between
trust and collaborative team norms while controlling for additional factors that also may have
had a relationship with these two constructs.
The second part of the survey focused on the collaborative team norms. A review of
literature on both PLC team norms and collaborative team norms was conducted as part of the
process of developing the survey assessment. These efforts resulted in the production of a survey
that estimated four different facets of collaborative team norms. These facets included the norms
that governed meeting time, the norms that govern teacher dialogue, decision making, and how
norms are enforced within the team. These questions were primarily based upon two sources.
First, the Meeting Inventory developed by Garmston and Wellman (2009) and second, the
Collaborative PLC Norming Tool developed by Anne Jolly (2008) and were used with the
author’s permission, although some of these survey items were generated by the primary
researcher.
The content of part two of the survey was thoroughly reviewed by a survey expert in
order to assure accuracy of format and alignment of content with respect to collaborative team
norms. Over 35 questions were considered and evaluated in the process of creating the final 19
questions for the second section of the survey. Each question in the second section of the survey
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used a seven-point Likert scale response format. Possible answers ranged from a low of
“Strongly Disagree” to a high of “Strongly Agree.”
The third portion of the survey measured team trust. The items used to operationalize
team trust were created and validated by Costa and Anderson (2011). Their study provided
information on the validity of their instrument via exploratory factor analysis, internal
homogeneity checks, confirmatory factor analysis, consensual and discriminant power analysis,
and construct validation of the instrument (Costa & Anderson, 2011). They noted that “all of
these psychometric analyses suggest that the final 21-item four-factor measure is a reliable and
valid multifaceted measure of trust at the team levels of analysis” (p. 147).
The third portion of the survey included all 21 items in the final four-factor trust survey
developed by Costa and Anderson (2011). These four factors included propensity to trust,
perceived trustworthiness, cooperative behaviors, and monitoring behaviors. Like the previous
portion of the survey on PLC team norms, each question in the team trust response set used a
seven-point Likert scale response format. Possible answers ranged from a low of Strongly
Disagree to a high of Strongly Agree.
Representation and Sampling
The target population for the current study is all teachers participating in collaborative
teams. The sampling frame consists of all teachers participating in collaborative teams within
the Escondido Union High School District. The Escondido Union High School District is
located within the boundaries of San Diego County, California. The Escondido Union High
School District, established in 1894, is comprised of five high schools, three of these high
schools are comprehensive in nature (i.e., grades 9–12), and one is alternative (i.e., grades 10–
12). There were approximately 8,500 students and 350 teachers in the district. The student
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ethnic population is 70% Hispanic, 21% white, 3% African American, 2% Asian, 1% Filipino,
and 3% other. As of 2013, approximately 78% of the students districtwide received free or
reduced lunches.
There were many reasons why the Escondido Union High School District was selected
for this study. First, PLCs were a priority amongst all schools within the district. Second,
designated time within the work day for collaborative PLC teams was well established for at
least the past eight years, which suggests that the district had embraced a collaborative culture
with a focus on learning and results. Within Escondido Union High School District, an ever
increasing focus existed on how to improve the collaborative team time for teachers, and the
nature of the survey lent itself to very desirable data which was timely for PLC team members.
In addition, access to the district leadership and Superintendent is high. The Superintendent
granted permission to the researcher to survey the population of teachers during the 2014-2015
school year.
Analysis Plan
The survey was delivered through an online method utilizing Qualtrics. The survey was
attached to an email with a request to complete the survey and a link to the survey. The email
was sent out with a letter of support from the Superintendent. The survey was open for a twoweek window. During this time each participant was invited by email twice within the first four
days .
Upon completion of the surveys, analyses of the data were conducted. First, a factor
analysis was carried out on the collaborative team norms portion of the survey in order to
determine the dimensionality of the norms construct. The factor analysis of the collaborative
team norms items indicated how many different dimensions of team norms existed. The number
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of dimensions which were determined through the factor analysis was included in further
statistical analyses. General descriptive statistics of the respondents was also created.
Upon completion of the factor analysis, simple correlation models, simple regression
models, and multiple regression models were computed in order to understand the relationship
between collaborative team norms and team trust, while controlling for the demographic
variables. In conducting the multiple regressions, team norms was the dependent or outcome
variable and team trust was the focal explanatory variable. The dimensionality of both the team
norm and team trust constructs determined how many regression models needed to be
constructed.
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APPENDIX C: MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS
SURVEY OF NORMS AND TRUST WITHIN COLLABORATIVE TEAMS OF
TEACHERS
This survey is intended to examine norms within collaborative teams of teachers. There
are three parts to the survey. The first demographics section should only take a few
minutes to complete. The second section is focused on Norms within your team, and the
third part is focused on Trust within your team. In total, the survey should take no more
than 10 minutes to complete.
PART ONE: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
1. Are you a member of a Collaborative teacher team within your school?
A. Yes
B. No
2. Are you a teacher?
A. Yes
B. No
3. What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
4. Select the answer that best describes the grade levels of students you teach:
A. Elementary Grades (K-5)
B. Middle Grades (6-8)
C. High School Grades (9-12)
5. How long have you been teaching? ___________________
6. How long have you been working at your current school? _______________
7. How long have you been a member of your current collaborative team?____________
8.

Are you now or have you been the team leader for your current collaborative team?
A. Yes
B. No
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PART TWO: COLLABORATIVE TEAM NORMS
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with how well your collaborative team adheres to each
norms listed below; whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, slightly agree, neither agree nor
disagree, slightly disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree. If your team doesn’t have the norm
described, please mark not applicable. Please answer each statement honestly. Consider your team norms
as any written or unwritten rules of expectation for your collaborative teacher team.

1) Strongly agree
2) Somewhat agree
3) Slightly agree
4) Neither agree nor disagree
5) Slightly disagree
6) Somewhat disagree
7) Strongly disagree
NA Not applicable
Teacher Dialogue
9. Participation in meetings is balanced between team members.
10. Team members listen to me in team meetings.
11. I listen to others in team meetings.
12. Members of the team react to differing ideas and opinions with respect.
13. Information shared with the team is kept confidential by all members of the team.
Decision Making
14. Team members are clear about the decision making processes being used within the team.
15. Team members are clear about their role in the decision making process
16. Relevant facts and ideas are shared as part of the decision making process.
17. Team decisions are made by consensus.
18. Members are supportive of team decisions.
Enforcement of Norms
19. Team norms are regularly reviewed and adherence is re-established.
20. Members of the team participate equally in making sure the team norms are enforced.
21. Team members acknowledge one another when member behavior is congruent with team norms.
22. When a team norm is violated, the misbehavior is addressed in a timely manner by the other
members of the team.
23. When a team norm is violated, the misbehavior is addressed in a positive manner by the other
members of the team.
24. When a team norm is violated the misbehavior is addressed through a face to face conversation
with the member of the team who violated the norm.
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PART THREE: COLLABORATIVE TEAM TRUST
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with how well your collaborative team demonstrates the
behaviors listed below; whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, slightly agree, neither agree nor
disagree, slightly disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree. If your team doesn’t demonstrate the
behavior described, please mark not applicable. Please answer each statement honestly.

1) Strongly agree
2) Somewhat agree
3) Slightly agree
4) Neither agree nor disagree
5) Slightly disagree
6) Somewhat disagree
7) Strongly disagree
NA Not applicable
Propensity to Trust
25. Most people in this team do not hesitate to help a person in need.
26. In this team most people speak out for what they believe in.
27. In this team most people stand behind their convictions.
28. The typical person in this team is sincerely, concerned about the problems of others.
29. Most people will act as “Good Samaritans” if given the opportunity.
30. People usually tell the truth, even when they know they will be better off by lying.
Perceived trustworthiness
31. In this team people can rely on each other.
32. We have complete confidence in each other’s ability to perform tasks.
33. In this team people will keep their word.
34. There are some hidden agendas in this team.
35. Some people in this team often try to get out of previous commitments.
36. In this team people look for each other’s interests honestly.
Cooperative behaviors
37. In this team we work in a climate of cooperation.
38. In this team we discuss and deal with issues or problems openly.
39. While making a decision we take each other’s opinion into consideration.
40. Some people hold back relevant information in this team.
41. In this team people minimize what they tell about themselves.
42. Most people in this team are open to advice and help from others.
Monitoring behaviors
43. In this team people watch each other very closely and critically.
44. In this team people check whether others keep their promises.
45. In this team most people tend to keep each other’s work under surveillance.
46. In this team people micromanage one another
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